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No. 9 / 9 /86-6Lab ./5303. - In pursuance service condition of the complainant 
of the provisions of Section 17 of the could not be changed during the pen 
Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 (Central Aci dcicy of general reference No. 387/1981. 
No. XIV of 1947 ), the Governor of Haryana 

Mills in its 
is pleased to publish the following award 

2. The respondent 
of Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal , written statement, dated 24th January , 

general Reierence 
Faridabad , in respect of the dispute bet- 1983, pleaded that 
ween the workman and the management No. 387/1981 pending. It was 
of M / s. The Panipat Co-operative Sugar 

further pleaded that the complainant 
Mills , Ltd., Panipat. 

was a casual worker and used to be en 

gaged off and on as per exigencies of the 
BEFORE SHRI R. N. BATRA , 

work and that respondent was not under 
PRESIDING OFFICER , 

any obigation to call the complamant lor 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , work bui he should have enquired about 

tes 
HARYANA , FARIDABAD 

the availability of the work in ine 

pondent ivilis . It was denied that the 
Complaint No. 6/1982 . 

respondent Mills contravened lite pauvi 

sions of Section 33 - A of the industrial 
between 

Disputes Act, 1947. 
SHRI RAM PYARA , BOILER COOLIE 

3. The complainant in his rejoinder , 
C / O BHARTIYA MAZDOOR SANGH , 

dated 23rd February , 1983 reiterated the 
G.T. · ROAD , PANIPAT AND THE pleas taken in the complaint. 
MANAGEMENT OF M / S THE PANIPAT 
CO -OPERATIVE SUGAR MILLS LTD ., 4. Un the pleadings of the parties, 
PANIPAT 

the following issues were framed on 23rd 

February , 1983 : 
Present : 

( 1) Whether there is relationship 
Shri N. R. Munjal, for the 

of employee and employer bet 
plainant. 

ween the parties ? UPA 
Shri R. S. Malik , for the Manage 

( 2 ) In case , issue No. 1 is proved , 
ment. 

whether the Management has 
AWARD 

contravened the provisions of 

Section 33 of the Industrial Dis 
The present complaint, dated 2nd 

putes Act, 1947 ? UPA 
December , 1982 has been filed under 
Section 33 - A of the Industrial Disputes 

5 . It may be mentioned that the 
Act , 1947, by Shri Ram Pyaia , Com- complainant has appeared in the witness 
plainant against M /s. The Panipat Co. box , while the Management has also 
operative Sugar Mills Ltd., Panipat, 

examined one witness . 

After going 
through its Managing Direcior (herein 

through the entire evidence and hearing 
after referred to as respondent Mills) in the representatives of both the parties, 
which it is alleged that in general reſer- my findings on the above issues are 
ence No. 387/1981, the complainant was 

under : 
one of the workmen whose case for being 
made seasonal /permanent workman was ISSUE NO . 1 : 
pending. It was further alleged that the 
respondent Mills had to take the com 6. The complainant Shri Ram Pyara 
plainant on duty at the 

che start of the has appeared as WW - 1 and stated that he 
crushing season on 29th November , 1982 . was working in the respondent · Mills 
but the respondent had refused the right from the beginning but he was not 
complainant to take on duty and as such allowed to join duty on 28th November , 
was guilty of contravention of Section 33 of 1982 due to which the present complaint 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 as the was filed by him . 
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7. The Management has eaxmined plainant and that the respondent Sugar 
MW - 1 Shri Hem Raj Senior lime Keeper, Mills was not permiting the companuliu 
who stated that the complainant to join duty who was serving the respon 

wages. le further deit Mills for the last five Stasi ini . Thie 
employed on daily 
stated that the services of the com- issue is decided accordingiz iliifl 
plainant were not terminalea but he did the complainani and against he dianage 
not turn up during the start of season for ment. 
the year 1982-83 , in cross -examination , he 
admitted that the complainant had work- ISSUE NO . 2 : 
ed during 5 seasons in the respondent 
Mills and his working days were 170/204 9. MW - 1 Shri Hem Raj Suniur Time 
days during 1977-1978 , 116/147 days dur- Keeper , 

dur . Keeper , admitted in Cross - examirition 
ing 1978-79 , 62/87 days during 1979-80 , that out of daily coolits. some WeilRTS 
93/110 days during 1980-81, 150/191 days were appointed on permanent basis by 
during 1981-82. He further stated that selection after holding the interviell . He 
actual working days were given by him further stated that some workers 
which did not include weekly rest but made permenent, who were Pitsiously 
included national holidays. He further daily rated coolies. Hie also staved that 
stated that festival holidays were given to out of 25 workers, whu had given General 
daily rated workers . He further stated Demand Notice , 11 workors had been 
that the daily rated workers were entitl- made permanent. The complaira ! t was 
ed to holidays . In the ruling reported as daily rated / casual worker and was work 
Workmen of American Express Interna- ing in the respondent Milis fui iil iasi 5 
tion Banking Corporation and Manage- seasons and he was one of the workers 
ment of American International Banking who had given the General Demand 
Corporation 1985- (5 ) F.L.R. page 181, it Notice and reference No. 387/1981 
is laid down that Sundays and other paid pending when the present complairii Wus 
holidays be treated as days " actually work- Made . The demand of the t on plainant 
ed under the emplover." Following this in the General Demand Notice was that 
ruling and the number of days, the com- they should be absorbed against Seasu 
plainant worked in the respondent Mills nal / permanent posts. That reference has 
during the last 5 seasons, it is apparent been decided today separateiy in iavour 
that the complainant had worked for 5 of the workmen . Consequently uuring 
seasons in the respondent Mills. The res the pendency of the general itferung ; the 
pondent did not terminate the services Management could not refuse en play 
of the complainant as admitted by MW - 1 ment to the complainant, who was a daily 
Shri llem Raj, who took the plea 

that rated / casual worker during the last 5 
the complainant did not turn up during seasons. Section 33 -a of the Industrial 
the start of season for the year 1982-83. 

Disputes Act, 1947 , lays down that the 
Firstly , it cannot be believed that a poor 

during the pendency of any precetdings 
worker, who was coming to the Sugar before the Industrial Tribunal in respect 
Mills for the last five seasons, would not 

of an industrial Dispute no employer shall 
turn up when the next crushing season 

in regard to any matter connected with 
started for the year 1982-83. Secondly the dispute, alter to the prejudice or the 
the present complaint was immediately 

workmen concerned in such disput! . the 
filed by the complainant on 2nd Decem- conditions of service applicablis is in 
ber , 1982 , in which it is mentioned that immediately before commencement 
the respondent Mills did not allow him such proceedings . The refusal of the 
to join duty on 29th November , 1982. Management to give work of the 
Consequently . the plea taken by the 

plainant as daily rated / casual worker on 
Management that the complainant did 29th November , 1982 thus amoun ed 
not come for duty on 29th November , 1982 alteration in the condition of the service 
when the crushing season started 

of the complainant as envisaged in 
not be accepted . As such , the relationship 

Section 33 ( a ) of the Industrial Disputes 
of employer and employee between the 

Act, 1947, which act of the respondent is 
complainant and Sugar Mills existed depriving the complainant to get his case 
when the complaint was filed by the com considered by the Selection Committee 
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for his absorption against seasonal / ROAD , PANIPAT, AND THE MANAGE 
permanent post on the basis of seniority- MENT OF M / S THE PANIPAT CO 
cum -merit. It is thus held that the res OPERATIVE SUGAR MILLS , LTD ., 

PANIPAT 
pondent Mills contrayened the provisions 
of Section 33 (a ) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act . 1947. The Complainant was not Present : 
getting fixed wages and was a daily rat 
ed / casual workman . Therefore , his com 

for the com 

Shri N. R. Munjal, for the 
plant is accepted and should be taken 

plainant. 
back on duty by the Management but 

Shri R. S. Malik , for the Manage 
without payment of back wages , but his 

ment. 
past service will be taken into considera 
tion by the Selection Committee while 
considering his case on seniority - cum 

AWARD 
mert for absorption against seasonal / 
permanent post. The award is passed The present complaint, dated 27th 

December . 1982 has been filed under sec 
accordingly . 

tion 33 - A of the Industrial Disputes Act , 
Dated : 5th June , 1986 

1947, by Shri Randhir , complainant, 
R. N. BATRA . 

against M / s The Panipat Co -operative 
Presiding Officer , 

Sugar Mills Ltd., Panipat, through its 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , Managing Director (hereinafter referred 
Faridabad . 

to as Respondent Mills) in which it is 

alleged that in General Reference No. 387 / 
Endorsement No 374 , dated 5th June, 1986 . 

1981 , the complainant was one of the 

workmen , whose case for being made 
Forwarded ( four copies ) to 

the seasonal / permanent workman was pend 
Commissioner and Secretary to Govern- ing . It was further alleged that the res 
ment Harvana . Labour and Employment 

pondent Mills had to take the complainant 
Departments. Chandigarh as required 

required on duty at the start of the crushing season 
under Section 15 of the Industrial Dis 

on 29th November , 1982 , but the respon 
putes Act, 1947. 

dent had refused the complainant to take 

him on duty and as such was guilty of 
R. N. BATRA , 

contravention of Section 33 of the Indus 
Presiding Officer . trial Disputes Act, 1947, as 

as the service 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana, 

condition of the complainant could not be 
Faridabad . 

changed during the pendency of General 

Reference No. 387/1981. 
No. 9 / 9 / 86-6Lab . /5391.-- In pursuance 
of the provisions of Section 17 of the 

2. The respondent Mills in its 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 

written statement, dated 24th January , 
Act No. XIV of 1947), the Governor of 1983. pleaded that General Reference 
Haryana is pleased to publish the follow : No. 387/1981 was pending. It was further 
ing award of Presiding Officer , Industrial 

pleaded that the complainant was a casual 
Tribunal Faridabad , in respect of the dis- worker and used to be engaged off and on 
pute between the workman 

as per exigencies of work and that 
res 
management of M /s The Panipat Co- pondent was not under any obligation to 
operative Sugar Mills Ltd., Panipat. 

call the complainant for work , but he 

should have enquired about the avail 
BFIORE SHRI R. N. BATRA , 

ability of the work in the respondent 
PRESIDING OFFICER , 

Mills . It was denied that the respondent 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , 

Mills contravened the provisions of 
HARYANA FARIDABAD 

Section 33 - A of the Industrial Disputes 
Complaint No. 16/1982 

Act, 1947, 
between 
SHRI RANDHIR , COMPLAINANT C / O dated 23rd February, 1983, reiterated the 

3. The complainant in his rejoinder, 
BHARTIYA MAZDOOR SANGH , G.T. pleas taken in the complaint. 
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4. On the pleadings of the parties. Management of American International 
the following issues were framer on 23rd Rankinn Corporation , 1985 (5 ) F.L.R. 481, 
February , 1983 : --- 

it is laid down that Sundays and other 

paid holidays he treated as days “ actually 
( 1 ) Whether there is relatinpshin nf worked under the employer " . Following 

emplovee and employer het. this ruling and the number of days , the 
ween the narties ? OPA 

complainant worked in the respondent 

Vills during the last five seasons, it is 
( 2 ) In case 

issue No. 1 is proved , annarrnt that the complainant had work 
whethor the Mangonment has ar for five seasons 

er for fin seasons in the respondent 
contravenert the provisions of 

nrovisions of Mi!!s . The respondent did not terminate 
Section 33 of Industrial thn serprices of the complainant as ad 
Disputes Act . 1.947 ? OPA . mitt ! hv VW - 1 Shri Hem Raj, but took 

thn plea that the complainant did not 
5 . 

turn un during the start of season for the 
T + be mentinnar that the 

vpar 1932-33 . Firstly , it cannot be be 
onmnlainant has annnarer in the witnnss . 
hov while the Mannenment has lon . L eved that a poor worker , who was com 
examinad ก ทุก witnnss . Aftnr rinine 
Aftor roine in to the Sugar Mills for the last five 

seacons would not turn up when the next 
through thn ontirn evirinnen und anrina 

crus ying season started for the 1982-83. 
the ranrocantatives of both the nortins, 

Secondly , the present 

present complaint was 
my findings on the ahavs issuins are as 

filer! Svthe complainant on 27th December, 
uncler : 

1932 , in which , it is mentioned that the 
TSSTIE NO . 1 : 

responrient Mills did not allow him to join 
Cuiy on 

29th November , 1982 . Conse 
6 The complainant Shri Randhir has quently, the plea taken by the Manage 

ment that the complainant did not come 
apprarod as wW.1 and stated that he was 
working in the responrient Mills rir !?? 

respondient Mills richt corru y on 29th November, 1982 when the 
from the beginning. but he 

crushing season started cannot be accept 
was not 

ed . As such , the relationship of employer 
allowed to inin duty on 28th Novembos. 
1982. due to which the present complaint 

and mployee between the complainant 

and the Sugar Mills existed when the 
was filed hor him . 

complaint was filed by the complainant 
7. The Management has nermirnd 

and that the respondent Sugar Mills was 
VW - 1 Shri Hem Rai. Senior TimeKr, 

not permitting the complainant to join 
wihn stated that the comnlainant was oma 

duły , who was serving the respondent 

Mills in the last five seasons. The issue 
ploverton 

daily wages . He further stand 
that the services of the complainant were 

is decided accordingly in favour of the 

complainant and against the Management. 
not terminated , but he did not 

turn in 
at the start of season for the year 1982-83 

ISSUE NO.: 
In cross - examination , he admitter that ? VW - 1 Shri Flem Raj. Senior 
the complainant had worked during Tin Tietur, adinitted in cross-examina 
5 seasons in the respondent Mills and his tion that out of daily coolies , some 
working davs were 157/914 days during workers were appointed on permanent 
1977-1978 , 110/147 davs during 1978-79 . basis by selectinn after holding the inter 
63-97 davs during 1979-80 . 88 / 11n davs virw . He further stated that some 
during 1980-81 and 166/191 days during workers were made permanent, who were 
1981-82 He further stated that actual previously daily rated coolies. He also 
working days had been mentioned hv him , siated that oui ví 23 workers , who had 
which did not include weekly rest . but given the General Demand Notice , 11 
included national holidays. He further workers had been made permanent. The 
stated that festival holidavs ware given in complainant was a daily rated / casual 
daily rated workers. He further stated worker iind was working in the respondent 
that daily rated workers were entitled to Milis for the last five seasons and he was 
holidays . In the ruling reported one of the workers , who had given the 
Workmon of American Empresa Inter Grinera ! Demand Notice and reference 
national Banking Corporation and No. 387/1981 was pending, when the 
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required 
present complaint was made. The demand Departments, Chandigarh as 
of the complainant in the General Demand under Section 15 of the Industrial " Dis 
Notice was that they should be absorbed putes Act, 1947. 
against seasonal / permanent posts . That 
reference has been decided today sepa 

R. N. BATRA , 
rately in favour of the workmen . Conse 
quently , during the pendency of the 
General Reference , 
Reference , the Management 

Presiding Officer 
could not refuse employment to the com 

Industrial Tribunal, Haryana . 
plainant, who was a daily rated / casual 

Faridabad . 
worker 

during the last five seasons. 
Section 33 - A of the Industrial Disputes No. 9 / 9 / 86 -Lab . /5305..In purs ance 
Act , 1947, lays down that during the of the provisions of Section 17 of the 
pendency of any proceedings before the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Industrial Tribunal in respect of an indus- Act No. XIV of 1947), the Governor of 
trial dispute , no employer shall in regard Haryana is pleased to publish the follow 
to any matter connected with the dispute , ing award of Presiding Officer , Industrial 
alter, to the prejudice of the workmen Tribunal, Faridabad , in respect of the 
concerned in such dispute, the conditions dispute between the workman and the 
of service applicable to them immediately management of M / s The Panipat Co. 
before the commencement of such pro- operative Sugar Mills Ltd., Panipat. 
ceedings. The refusal of the Management 
to give work to the complainant as daily 
rated / casual worker on 29th November . BEFORE SHRI R. N. BATRA . 
1982 thus amounted to alteration in the 

PRESIDING OFFICER , 
condition of the service of the complai 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , 
nant as envisaged in Section 33 (a ) of the 

HARYANA , FARIDABAD : 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, which act of 
the respondent is depriving the complai 

Complaint No. 13/1982 
nant to get his case considered by the 
Section Committee for his absorption 

between 
against seasonal /permanent post on the 
basis of seniority - cum -merit It is thus SHRI SHER SINGH , COMPLAINANT 
held that the respondent Mills contra- C / O BHARTIYA MAZDOOR SANGH , 
vened the provisions of Section 33 - A of G.T. ROAD . PANIPAT AND THE 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The MANAGEMENT OF 

M / S THE 
complainant was not getting fixed wages PANIPAT CO -OPERATIVE SUGAR 
and was a daily rated casual workman . MILLS , LTD ., PANIPAT THROUGH ITS 
Therefore, his complaint is accepted and 

MANAGING DIRECTOR 
he should be taken back on duty by the 
Management but without payment of back Present: 
wages, but his past service will be taken 
into consideration by the Section Com Shri N. R. Munjal, for the workman . 
mittee while considering his case 
seniority - cum -merit for absorption against Shri R. S. Malik , for the management, 
seasonal / permanent post. The award is 
passed accordingly . 

AWARD 
The 5th June, 1986 . 
R. N. BATRA , 

The present complaint, dated 16th 
Presiding Officer , 

December , 1982 has been filed under 
Industrial Tribunal , Haryana , Section 33 -A of the Industrial · Disputes 
Faridabad . 

Act, 1947, by Shri Sher Singh , ( inlai 

nant against M / s. The Panipat Co 
Endorsement No. 375 , dated 5th June , 1986. operative Sugar Mills Ltd., Panipat, 

Forwarded ( four copies) to the Con- through its Managing Direct ?r ( here 
missioner and Secretary to Government, inafter referred to as Responden : Mills) , 
Haryana, Labour 

and Employment in which , it is alleged that in General 
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Reference No. 387/1981, the complainant my findings on the above issues 
was one of the workmen whose case for under 
being made seasnnal / permanent work . ISSUE NO . 1 : 
man was pending . It Ws further 

6. The complainant Shri Sh , Sirinh 
alleged that the resnondent Mills had to 

has appeared as WW - 1 and tatra thiga ho 
take the complainant on duty at the 

was working in the regionde : 1.5 : 11 
start ofof the crushing season on 29th 

right from the beginning but he was nos 
November 1999, but the mpenandont had allowed to join duty on ? + h. Nirinin 
refused the complainant to take him ng 

1982 due to which the propicent ?**? ..p? t 
duty and as such was gulty of contra . 

was filed by him . 
vention of Section 33 of the Industrial 
Disputns Art. 1947. a tha sorvire porndi.. 

7. The management has 
tion of the complainant could not ha MW.1 Shri Hem Rai. Sunications 1,7 

Who said that the complainant 
changed during the nendancy of form ! 

nlnrad 

mm daily Wat: 

Flies 
Reference No. 387/1981 . 

stated that the servieng 

plainant were 
.. The resnondent Mille 

rut terminata ? 

in its 
. Vrritten statement dated 24th Janinir !! 

did not turn !! the start of crime 
1983 nleaded that 

cross -riyamin 
that General 

Var 1989-83. In 
Rofananen 

admitted that the complaineri ..., - 
No 387/1981 mas nandino 
further ploaded that the complainant pas 

ning 5 seasons in the restingdi 
a casual worker and used to he poniamo during 1977-78. 111/147 dana daration 

and his working days w . ! " ) : 
off and on as per prigencias of work and 

79 74/87 days during 1970 on on 
that resnondent was not under any ohli . 

during 1980-81 in 142/101 ?..- 
gation to call thin complainant for work 

1981-82 He further et ont com? 
hut he should have proprimer breit thri 

working days had herin mintys 
availability of the work in thn respondant 

which did not inclidir: ..by !. 
Mills Tt was denied that the rosnon 

includert National holipops 
dont Mills contravened the provisions of stated that frstival holiston vs *** 
Section 33- A of the Indirstrial Disrutas daily rated verkers. Hi firilor.rs 
Act , 1947 

that daily rated workers 

holidays In tho riling 
3. The complainant in his rejoinder. 

Worlmen of American 
dated 23rd February . 1.983 reiterated in national Bankina Corporation 
pleas taken in the complaint. 

FLR 481. it is laid down that s 

other paid holidays he r ... ! 
4. On the pleadings of the nortins 

" artially worked under 1.0 
the following issues were framed on ? 3rd Following this ruling and then 
February , 1983 : - 

dave the amplainant projeleri? 

pondent Mills during the last 
( 1 ) Whether there is a relationshin 

it is annprent that the milin 
of employees and emniyet 

work for five seasains in ! .. 
between the partire ? OPA 

Mills . The respondent Vilia 

terminate the services of things 
( 2 ) In case issue No. 1 is nried 

is admitter hv VW - 1 Sh L. 
whether the parannient hac 

took the nlpa that the room !: inn .. 
contravened the provisions 

turn i r at the start 

of $ * ?. 
Section 33 of the Indistal 

vear 1929-83 First+ 111. it pinnat 
Disputes Act, 1947 ? OPA 

lieved that peor worker irim ?r ?: 

to the Sugar Mills for + ! .. 
5. It may behe mentioned thing the 

seasons, would not firn in Thor 
complainant has appeared in the witness- crushiny season starts from the 
box , while the management has also 83. Secondly , the nrrsen somn! 
examined 

one witness . After goin , immediately filed by the complain, 
through the entire evidence and hearin . tioned that the respondent Vi!! 

26th December 1989 m whip is 
the representatives of both the parties. allow him to join duty on 29th Nori naber , 
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1902 , consequently , the plea taken by the conditions of service applicable to them 
managenient that the complainant did immediately before the commencement 
not corne for duty on 29th November , 1982 , of such proceedings. The refusal of the 
Wh n the crushing season started , cannot managernent to give work to the com 
ür weighied . As such , the relaţiunship vi plainant as daily rated / casual worker on 
t p.pilir and employee between the com 29th Nuvember , 1982 thus amounted to 
plaiult and the Sugar Mills existed alteration in the condition of the service 
when the complaint was filed by the of the complainant as envisaged in Sec 
CUI! lant and tiat the respondent tion 33 ( a ) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
Suda siilis was not permitting the com- 1947, which act of the respondent it de 

case 
plo !! in juin duty who was serving the priving the complainant to get his 
respondent Mills for the last five seasons. 

considered by the Selection Committee for 
This cup is decided accordingly in favour his absorption against seasonal / perma 
of complainant and against the nent post on the absis of seniority -cum 

merit. It is thus held that the respondent 
Allement. 

Mills contravened the provision of Sec 
ISSUE NO . 2 : 

tion 33- A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 

1947. The complainant was not geeting 
9. MW - 1 Shri Hem Rai, Senior 

fixed wages and was a daily rated / casual 
Tir:htetuer , admitted in cross -examina 
tion that out of daily coolies , some 

workman . Therefore , his complaint is 
workers were appointed on permanent accepted and he should be taken back on 
basis by Selection after holding the inter- duty by the management, but without 
view . He further stated that some 
workers were made permanent, who were 

payment of back wages, but his past 
previously daily rated coolies. He also service will be taken into consideration by 
stated that out of 25 workers, who had the Selection Committee, while consider 
given the General Demand Notice , 11 ing his case on seniority -cum -merit for 
workers had been made permanent. The absorption against seasonal / permanent 
complainant daily rated / casual 
worker and was working in the respon- post . The award is passed accordingly . 
dent Mills for the last five seasons and he The 5th June, 1986. 
was one of the workers, who had given 
the General Demand Notice and refer 

R.N , BATRA , 
ence No. 387/1981 was pending when the 
present complaint was made. The 
demand of the complainant in the General 

Presiding Officer , 
Demand Notice was that they should be 

Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 
absorbed against seasonal / permanent 

Faridabad , 
posts. That referene has been decided 
today separately in favour of the work- Endorsement No. 377, dated 5th June, 

1986 , 
men . Consequently , during the pendency 
of the General Reference , the manage Forwarded ( four copies ) to the Com 
ment could not refuse employment to the missioner and Secretary to Government, 
complainant, who was a daily rated / Haryana, Labour and 
casual worker during the last five seasons. Departments, Chandigarh , 

Employment 
Section 33 ( a ) of the Industrial Disputes under Section 15 of the Industrial Dis 

as required 
Act, 1947, lays down that during the pen- putes Act , 1947. 
dency of any proceedings before the 
Industrial Tribunal in respesct of an In 
dustrial Dispute , no employer shall in 

R.N. BATRA , 
regard to any matter conected with the 

Presiding Officer , 
dispute , alter , to the prejudice of the 

Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , 
workmen concerned in such dispute , the 

Faridabad . 


was 


